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ABSTRACT

The purposes of this study were (a) to identify the effects of facility design
on the c:urriculum offered in preschool centers, and (b) to identify the effects of
equipment acquisition on the curriculum offered in preschool centers.

The research design was a descriptive, nonexperimental study with the
population consisting of directors/education coordinators, lead teachers of 3- and
4-year-old children, and parents of 3- and 4-year-old children from randomly
selected Head Start and private-for-profit. preschool centers in the central Florida
counties of Alachua, Brevard, Flagler, Orange, Osceola, Seminole, and Volusia.
National Association for the Education of Young Children (NAEYC) accredited
and nonaccredited Head Start and private-for-profit preschool centers participated
in the study.

Results of the study indicated the following: (a) the components of facility
design had varying degrees of effect on the curriculum offered from the
perspectives of directors/education coor_dinators, ]éad teachers of 3- and 4-year-old
children, parents of 3- and 4-year-old .children. Components such as clearly
defined learning centers, accessibility of materials to the children, toileting
facilities adapted to the child’s size and within the classroom had é very great
effect on the curriculum offered. Storage areas for toys, windows low enough for

the children to view the outdoors, size of the indoor and outdoor play areas were



among the components of facility design that had a great effect on the curriculum,
(b) the components of equipment acquisition had varying degrees of effect on the
curriculum offered from the perspectives of directors/education coordinators, lead
teachers of 3- and 4-year-old children, and parents of 3- and 4-year-old children.
Child-sized furniture and equipment, a variety of equipment and materials, and
age-appropriate equipment were components of equipment acquisition that had a
very great effect on the curriculum offered. (c) Head Start teachers were more
aware of the effects of facility design and equipment acquisition on the curriculum
offered in preschools than were teachers in privaté-for-proﬁt preschools. This may
be related to the specific training required for the teaching staff as determined by
the Head Start Performance standards. (d) Head Start education coordinators were
more aware of the effects of facility design and equipment acquisition on the
curriculum offered in preschools than were directors of private-for-profit
preschools. This also may be related to the specific training required for the

\ education coordinators as determined by the Head Start Performance standards.

Recommendations were for directors/education coordinators and teachers to

acquire more detailed information through reading professional journals and by
their participation in workshops and conferences related to the effects of facility
design and equipment acquisition on the curriculum offered in preschool centers.
Additionally, it was recommended that parents become more familiar with the
effects of facility design and equipment acquisition offered in preschool centers
through reading relevant information and materials and participation in-parent

education programs and preschool open houses. It was further recommended that




education and training specific to the effects of facility design and equipment
acquisition be made available to directors/education coordinators, teachers, and
parents through community college and university training programs, workshops,

and conferences.
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CHAPTER 1

THE PROBLEM AND ITS CLARIFYING COMPONENTS

Introduction

Growing numbers of young children, increased labor force participation by
mothers of young children, and heightened recognition of the value of early
childhood education have all combined to create an unprecedented demand for
early childhood programé and facilities. Increasing numbers of residential homes
are being modified to accommodate the activities of the additional children who
spend major portions of their day in these settings. Existing nonresidential
buildings are being renovated or space redesigned with the needs of young children
in mind. New buildings are being constructed specifically for the purpose of
facilitating young children’s learning and growth.

The importance of physical design in the construction and renovation of
early childhood facilities is slowly being recognized. Factors such as the-location
within the community and the layout and design of the building and outdoor play
areas can either contrjbute to the children’s learning experiences or hinder program
quality by constraining the children and staff. The amount of space--whether too

little or too much--can also affect the children’s and teacher’s behavior. Also, the
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quality of the connections between outdoor and indoor spaces is important in the
design, development and construction process (Greenman, 1992; National
Association for the Education of Young Children [NAEYC], 1991b; Prescott,
1994).

Elizabeth Prescott found that an information gap often exists between
environmental designers and teachers éf young children. Those who understand
principles of design often have little knoWIedge of child development; those who
know children best are seldom designers. People who understand both the
language of physical design and development of children are rare. Still, the
information gap is not unbridgeable. Bridging the gap requires focusing on the key
feature of designi,ng for children--the need for flexibility. Both indoor and outdoor
spaces, as well as the objeéts within these spaces, should be flexible enough to

allow for modification by teachers as well as children (Prescott, Jones,

Kritchevsky, Milich, & Hasselhoe, 1975).

The most successful facilities grow out of a process that recognizes the need
for a design team: the architect, the owner or developer, the child care
consuitant and the contractor. All have specific experience and work most
effectively when they are acknowledged as full “players.” (Greenman,
1992). ' '

The flexibility of the environment provides an important tool for inter-

disciplinary teaching and for facilitating self-selection of activities among the users.

The importance of flexibility is highlighted best by the knowledge of how children

20




learn: through interaction with the world around them (NAEYC, 1991b). When
children’s environments are rigid and static, too many opportunities for
experimentation and seeing the results of those experiments are lost. Children’s
environments should be viewed as a setting for growth--a setting they can
manipulate and change in response to their changing developmental needs.
Because children respond to their total perceived environment, it is also important
to understand the relationship between the contents and the surrodnding empty
space in any gi\./en arrangement. These realizations help one to make appfopriate
design decisions for child care settings (NAEYC, 1991b; Taylor, 1995).

Before an environment can be designed, a determination must be made as to
the types of activities that will be taking place in that area. Factors such as site
selection, architectural concerns, layout of the building, including arrangement of
classrooms, playgrounds and any other space needed, state and local licensing
regulations, health and safety, ages and number of children to be served,
accessibility and economics need to be considered in the design of a center and the
acquisition of equipment. Since each type of learning activity imposes different
demands on learning spaces, space needs should be analyzed carefully for both
ongoing and new programs. The planning process involves identifying the users,
describing the learning activities and desired outcomes, defining the relationship of
one learning space to others, describing needed equipment and furnishings, and
specifying special environmental considerations (Greenman, 1991, 1992: Meek,

1995; Moore, Lane, Hill, Cohen, & McGinty, 1979).
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In addition to the importance of appropriate design decisions, the method in
which the environment operates must also be considered. The environment
operates in a practical way to enhance or interfere with the operation of the
educational program. There is an interrelationship between learning environments,
the educational program, and the users (Council of Educational Planners,
International, 1985; Taylor, 1995). An early childhood education program should
be housed in a spacious, attractive facility that has been created or redesigned for
children and that also meets the needs of staff members, children, and parents

(Sciarra & Dorsey, 1995).

Statement of the Problem

This study identified, from the perspectives of preschool directors, teachers,
and parents, the effects of facility design and equipment acquisition on curriculum
offered in preschool.centers. Two related problems were investigated:

1. What are the effects of facility design on the curriculum offered in

preschool centers?

2. What are the effects of equipment acquisition on the curriculum offered

in preschool centers?

Definition of Terms

For the purpose of clarification, the following definition were used

throughout the study:
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Developmentally-appropriate curriculum--A curriculum for young children

that is planned to be appropriate for the age span of the children within the group
and is i‘mplemented with attention to the different needs, interests, and
developmental levels of those individual children. This curriculum provides for all
areas of a child’'s development: physical, emotional, social and cognitive through
an integrated approach (Bredekamp & Copple, 1997).

Early childhood--The classification of early childhood spans birth to age 8,

which includes infants, toddlers, preschoolers, kindergartners, and children in the
primary grades, first through third.

Environment--The sum total of the physical and human qualities that
combine to create a space in which children and adults work and play together. It
includes all aspects of the physical, temporal and interpersonal settings (Gordon &
Browne, 1989).

Head Start preschool center--A federally funded program at the preschool

level that is designed to provide early childhood experiences for 3- to 5-year-old

children who meet eligibility requirements.

National Association for the Education of Young Children (NAEYC)

accreditation--A national, voluntary accreditation system for child care programs.

Preschool/early childhood center--A facility that provides child care for

children between the ages of birth and 5 years. Five-year-olds attending these
centers are usually not eligible for kindergarten.

Preschoolers--Children between the ages of 2 and 5 years.
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Primary useable indoor activity space--The space available for indoor play,

activity areas, or nap space. Useable space is calculated by measuring surface area
in square feet at floor level from interior walls and by deleting space for stairways,
toilets, bath facilities, kitchens, permanent fixtures and nonmovable furniture.

Private for-profit preschool--A privately owned for-profit business providing

child care for children under the age of 5 years. Some also provide before and

after school child care.

Delimitations

The delimitations of this study were the following:

1. This study was limited to a random sample of preschool/early childhood
centers from the following categories in seven central Florida counties: (a) private
for-profit preschools (NAEYC accredited and nonaccredited), and (b) Head Start
preschool centers (NAEYC accredited and nonaccredited).

2. This study was limited to directors, and teachers and parents of 3- and
4-year-old children at the randomly selected preschool and Head Start centers.

3. This study was limited to teachers and parents of 3- and 4-year-old

children chosen by the director to receive a survey.

Assumptions

This study was based on the following assumptions:
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1. It was assumed that facility design and equipment acquisition affect the
curriculum offered in preschool centers.

2. It was assumed that the survey instruments were appropriate in eliciting
the perceptions of the survey respondents relative to the design of the child care
facility and its effects on curriculum offered.

3. 1t was assumed that the instruments were appropriate in eliciting the
perceptions of the survey respondents relative to equipment acquisition and its

effects on curriculum offered.

Significance of the Study

This study identified, from the perspectives of preschool directors, teachers,
and parents, the effects of facility design and equipment acquisition on curriculurﬁ
offered in preschool centers. A preschool center is a special educational facility.
The design of the facility presents special challenges because of its role in the lives
of children and their families. Architectural design impacts the children’s health
and safety, social and emotional development, feelings of security and self-esteem,
and learning opportunities (Moore et al., 1979).

The environment is a critical part of the curriculum for young children.
Environmental decisions reflect the philosophy and goals of the program.
Preschool centers are learning environments in which children are learning about
themselves, their relationship to the world, and others in the world. Early

childhood settings must provide children with the opportunity to do many of the
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things that they would do at home (Brewer, 1998; Maxwell, 1996; Sher & Fried,
1994). Directors and teachers are responsible for creating an environment that is
shaped by the needs and interests of the children (Herr, 1998).

Although recommendations have been written for the design of preschool
facilities and for acquisition of equipment and materials, preschool owner/operators
need only meet the minimum standards set by their state and/or local licensing
agency (Moore et al., 1979). State and local municipalities enforce a range of
environmental safety codes that may impact design decisions. These include but
are not limited to zoning, building, health, fire and safety codes, minimum square
footage per child, group size, and teacher/child ratios.

Most states require a minimum allotment of square feet per child of
primary, useable activity space (both indoor and outdoor). More space than the
minimum is preferred. ' Recommendations range from 35 square feet per child to
200 square feet per child (Child Welfare League of America, 1984; Moore et al.,
1979; NAEYC, 1991b; Sher & Fried, 1994). Studies done by Elizabeth Prescott
and colleagues at Pacific Oaks College indicate both too much and too little space
may be detrimental, particularly if not properly arranged (Prescott et al., 1975).

Florida’s statute regulating child care requires the following:

1. Square Footage Requirements
a minimum of 35 square feet of useable floor space for each child
a minimum of 45 square feet of useable outdoor play area for each
child
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2. Staff-to-children ratio
children under | year of age 1 adult to 4 children

children 1-2 years of age 1 adult to 6 children

children 2-3 years of age 1 aduit to 11 children
children 3-4 years of age 1 adult to 15 children
children 4-5 years of age 1 adult to 20 children

3. Child Care facilities conform to state standards adopted by the State
Fire Marshal, Chapter 4A-36, Florida Administrative Code, Uniform
Standards for Life Safety and Fire Prevention in Child Care Facilities
and must be inspected annually

4. Toileting facilities--1 toilet and sink for the first 15 children; and 1
toilet and sink for each 30 additional children

5. Toys, equipment and furnishings suitable to each child’s age and
development and a quantity for each child to be involved in activities is
required
Toys, equipment and furnishings must be safe and maintained in a
sanitary condition

6. Outdoor equipment--Equipment and play activities suitable to each
child’s age and development are to be provided
All equipment must be securely anchored unless portable by design
All equipment must be maintained in a safe condition
Maintenance includes routine checks of all supports, all connectors and
moving parts
Safe, adequate fencing at least 4 feet high is required around the
outdoor play area. ("Child Care Facilities," 1996; "Child Care
Standards," 1997).

Abbott and Abbott (1995) recommend that the facility be designed frpm the
perspective of the children who will inhabit and be the prime users of the building.
Activity areas, both indoor and outdoor, need to be flexible and clearly defined by
spatial arrangement. Spaces should encourage spontaneous learning situations,
provide for many simultaneous activities and should be arranged so that children
can work individually, together in small groups, or in a large group. Clear

pathways for children to move from one area to another and to minimize
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distractions should be provided through space arrangement. The environment
should be attractive, colorful and well lit through a combination of natural and
artificial lighting (Abbott & Abbott, 1995; Arroyo, 1981; Bredekamp & Copple,
1997; Caples, 1996; Moore et al., 1979; NAEYC, 1991b; Sanoff, 1995; Sher &
Fried, 1994).

There is a need to educate teachers, directors, and parents about the effects
of facility design and equipment acquisition on the program curriculum. Teachers
and directors need to be able to design and organize the preschool environment so
that a developmentally appropriate curriculum, that meets the needs and interests of
the children, can be provided. Parents need to be educated as to what a well-
designed, developmentally appropriate environment for preschool children looks
like.

As more and more children are placed in early childhood programs and
facilities, great demands will be made to provide facilities and equipment which
support the curriculum for developmentally appropriate programs. Centers
specifically designed for the preschool child and having materials and equipment
that are age appropriate will be better able to provide developmentally appropriate
programs.. This will allow the children to more readily interact with the
environment within the preschool and have experiences which will lead to their

physical, emotional, social, and cognitive growth and their independence.
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. This study was intended to provide data that could be used to determine the
effects of facility design and equipment acquisition on the curriculum offered in

preschools.

Purpose

The purpose of this study was to gather data on the effects of the design of
preschool facilities and equipment acquisition on the curriculum. At the time of
the present study, preschool owner/operators only need to meet the minimum
standards set by the state and/or local licensing agency regarding square footage of
useable space per child, toileting facilities, adult/child ratios, and acquisition of
equipment, without regard to the effect of design features on curriculum. A better
understanding of the effects of facility design and equipment acquisition on the
preschool curriculum is offered through the examination of NAEYC accredited and

nonaccredited private-for-profit preschools and Head Start centers.

Research Questions

Specifically, this study identified components of facility design and of
equipment acquisition, which affect the curriculum offered in preschool centers and
was guided by the following questions:

1. What components of facility design affect the curriculum offered in

preschool centers from the teacher’s perspective?
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2. What components of facility design affect the curriculum offered in
preschool centers from the parent’s perspective?
3. What components of facility design affect the curriculum offered in

preschool centers from the director’s perspective?

4. What components of equipment acquisition affect the curriculum offered
in preschool centers from the teacher’s perspective?

5. What components of equipment acquisition affect the curriculum offered
in preschool centers from the parent’s perspective?

6. What components of equipment acquisition affect the curriculum offered

in preschool centers from the director’s perspective?

Methodolog

Population

The research design for this study involved the administration of a survey to
directors, teachers, and parents at randomly selected preschool and Head Start
centers in Alachua, Brevard, Flagler, Orange, Osceola, Seminole and Volusia
counties. All of these counties are in the central region of Florida. A total of 16
centers were selected from a list obtained from the Florida Department of Children
and Families’ Training Coordinators, and Head Start coordinators in each of the
above-named counties. The list of NAEYC accredited centers in these counties
was obtained from the National Association for the Education of Young Children.

The centers were grouped, within each county, according to the following criteria,
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NAEYC accredited private for-profit preschools, NAEYC accredited Head Start

centers, nonaccredited private for-profit preschools and nonaccredited Head Start

centers.

Research Design

The research design was a descriptive, nonexperimental study involving 16
preschool and Head Start centers in the central Florida area. Surveys were the
primary method used to collect data. This study was designed to (a) provide a
description of the effects of facility design on the curriculum offered in preschools
based on responses given to Surveys A, B, and C (Appendixes A, B, and C), and
(b) provide a description of the effects of equipment acquisition on the curriculum
offered in preschool centers based on responses given to Surveys A, B, and C

(Appendixes A, B, and C).

Instrumentation
Data were collected through the use of survey instrqments designed by the
researcher. The surveys were reviewed by several early childhood educators in the
course of their development and refined based on their comments. Three survc;,ys,
one each for directors, Instrument A (Appendix A), teachers, Instrument B
(Appendix B), and parents, Instrument C (Appendix C), were developed to gather
data on individual perspectives as to what components of facility design and

equipment acquisition affect the curriculum offered in preschool centers.
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Data Collection

Surveys were delivered to the director of two Head Start centers in Volusia
County and one Head Start center in Flagler County by the researcher. The
balance of the surveys were mailed to the directors of 11 centers through the U.S.
Postal Service. Surveys were mailed at a later date to the Directors of Osceola and
Seminole county Head Start at their request. A cover letter (Appendixes D, E,
and F) explaining the purpose of the study accompanied each su.rvey and a
preaddressed, stamped return envelope was also provided. Additionally, the cover
letter to the director of each center explained the requested distribution of the
surveys. A deadline to receive responses was included. Each survey had a control
number and anonymity was provided to respondents in order to encourage honest
reporting of respondent perceptions. Directors wére telephoned prior to the
distribution of the surveys to elicit their williﬁgness to participate in the study and
as a follow-up after the surveys were mailed to inform them to expect the surveys
within a few days. Telephone calls were made to centers that did not respond to

the initial surveys and follow-up surveys were sent to these centers.

Data Analysis
A descriptive analysis of the effects of facility design and equipment
acquisition on curriculum was completed. The results of the study provided

descriptions of National Association for the Education of Young Children
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(NAEYC) accredited Head Start and private-for-profit preschools and
nonaccredited Head Start and private-for-profit preschools.

The first research question, which addressed the components of facility
design that affect thé curriculum offered in preschool centers from the teacher’s
perspective, was determined by the responses to survey items 23-31, 34-53, 56,
57, 61, 63, and 67 of Instrument B (Appendix B). Research question 2, which
addressed the components of facility desién that affect the curriculum offered in
preschool centers from the parent’s perspective, was addressed by the responses to
survey items 1-4, 9-12, 15-23, and 28 of Instrument C (Appendix C). Research
question 3, which addressed the components of facility design that affect the
curriculum offered in preschool centers from the director’s perspective, was
addressed by the responses to survey items 24-32, '35-51, 53, 54, 58, 60, and 62 of
Instrument A (Appendix A).

Research quéstion 4, which focused on the effects of equipment acquisition
on the curriculum offered in preschool centers from the teacher’s perspective, was
addressed by survey items 32,33, 54, 55, 58, 61, 62, 64-66, and 68-104 of
Instrument B (Appendix B). Research question 5, which focused on the effects of
equipment acquisition on the curriculum offered in preschool centers from the
parent’s perspective, was addressed by survey items 5-8, 13, 14, 24-27, 29, and 30
of Instrument C (Appendix C). Research question 6, which focused on thg effects

of equipment acquisition on the curriculum offered in preschool centers from the
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director’s perspective, was addressed by survey items 33, 34, 52, 55-57, 59, and

61-66 of Instrument A (Appendix A).

Dependent Variables

Dependent variables for the data analysis were all items listed in the survey.

Independent Variables
The independent variablés were the demographic characteristics of the
responding directors, teachers, and pareﬁts including educational level for
directors, teachers, and parents; years of employment in preschools for directors
and teachers, and, for parents, the number of years they have had children enrolled

in preschool.

Organization of the Study

Chapter 1 of the study outlines the specific problem and its components.
Chapter 2 presents a review of literature and research relevant to the problem of |
the study. Chapter 3 contains a description of the methods and procedures used in
the collection of data. Chapter 4 includes the analysis of data and presentation of
results. Chapter 5 provides a summary of conclusions, implications for practice,

and recommendations for future research.
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CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Introduction

The field of early childhood education has a long history. Many contem-
porary practices and programs such as the value of play, parent involvement, and
kindergartens have their roots in the work of earlier philosophers, reformers and
educational thinkers. The 19th century has traditionally been regarded as the birth-
date of early childhood education (Graves, Gargiulo, & Siuder, 1996).

Prior to this time, children were expected and encouraged to move into
adulthood as fast as possible. Children learned from their parents or by
apprenticeship outside the family. The German school system, established in the
16th century, influenced education in all parts of Europe. The American
educational system began in the colonies (Gordon & Browne, 1989).

Early childhood education is an interdisciplinary field. Important‘
contributions have come from medicine, education and psychology. The ethic of
sociél reform, the importance of childhood and the transmission of values have

been at the core of this field throughout history (Gordon & Browne, 1989).
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The following review of literature on early childhood education includes a
brief history of early childhood education, descriptions of various program models
and early childhood settings. The importance of planning the environment and the
curriculum so that the needs of the child.ren, teachers and parents are met was
prevalent in the literature. This review of the literature is presented in five
sections: (a) History of Early Childhood Education, (b) Early Childhood Program
Models, (c) Early Childhood Settings, (d) The National Association for the
Education of Young Children (NAEYC) Accreditation Process, and (e) The

Environment.

History of Early Childhood Education

Early childhood programs trace their development back to early
philosophers, Martin Luther, John Comenius, Jean-Jacques Rousseau, and Johann
Pestalozzi. Later educators, such as Dewey, Froebel, Montessori, and Piaget
developed their owﬁ theories of early childhood education. Prior to the 19th
century the idea of childhood as a unique period wag generally unaccepted (Graves,
Gargiulo, & Sluder, 1996). From medieval times until thé 1800s, children were
regarded as miniature adults and were given no special treatment or consideration
(Graves, 1990, as cited in Graves et al., 1996). Gradually, views of childrén and
childhood changed. Factors generally considered responsible for changes‘include
societal conditions--the emergence of new states and their need for an educated

citizenry, improvement in child survival which made it worthwhile to invest in
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children, increased industrialization and urbanization which led to changes in
family organization and structures and beliefs about the nature of childhood
(Maxim, 1985; Spodek & Brown, 1993). "The conditions of society often
influence our views of childhood, and the ways we view children often determine
how we interact with them, the expectancies we have, and the care we provide"
(Maxim, 1985, p. 29).

The development of the field of early cﬁildhood education as a separate
entity is based on the premise that young children are in some ways different from
older children. The education of young children should be different from the
education of older children because of these differences. It was believed that
experiences provided to young children would influence the emerging adult.
Unique programs for young children were established but were not based on
theories of child development (Spodek & Brown, 1993).

The earliest child care, in the United States, was established in the
settlement houses of large U.S. cities at the turn of the 20th century "to provide a
shelter for the children of mothers dependent on their own exertions for their daily
bread; [but] also to rear useful citizens among the class represented by the children
we reach” (Steinfels, 1973, p. 29). Even though most working mothers worked
because they had to for economic survival, the belief persisted that mothers should
take care of their own children, so the availability of child care declined as the

century progressed (Brewer, 1998).
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Other efforts at providing child care have been in response to national
emergencies. During the Depression, the government funded the Works Progress
Administration (WPA) creating nursery schools to provide teaching positions for
unemployed teachers and other school staff as well as to help families facing
unemployment and poverty. WPA schools were full-day, comprehensive programs
for children ages 2 through 6. They were a source of employment for many
Americans and also made it possible for mothers to go out and seek work. WPA
nursery schools had a lasting impact on the growth of early childhood education.
Nursery school and kindergarten teachers were hired as consultants, wrote
curricula, and retrained upper-grade and secopdary-school teachers to work with
young children. It was the first time in the history of eariy childhood education
that many children in every part of the nation had a chance to attend a nursery
school. These nurseries helped popularize the notion of out-of-home child care for
young children. When the Depréssion ended, the federal government’s
involvement with early education faded and the WPA centers closed (Graves et al.,
1996; Seefeldt & Barbour, 1994).

During World War 11, the Lanham Act (1942) provided federal funds to
establish child care centers in war-affected communities so that mothers could
assume roles in jobs vacated by males who entered the armed forces. These
centers provided basic child care and education on a daily basis (Gordon &
Browne, 1989; Graves et al., 1996; Seefeldt & Barbour, 1994). The Lanham Act

called for the termination of government funding upon conclusion of the war. As
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the men returned from the war and reentered the job market, women went back to
their homes and children. Between 1946 and the early 1960s, there was no
government support for early childhood programs (Graves et al., 1996).

Interest ip early childhood was rekindled in the 1960s. Issues of racial
discrimination, inequality, and the devastating effects of poverty on children helped
to shape policy and social reform. It was believed that compensatory education
could ameliorate the effects of environmental deprivation. The federal government
focused its attention and resources on combating poverty. Head Start became a
part of America’s War on Poverty. A broad range of educational interventions to
enhance young children’s learning and development was created (Brewer, 1998;
Graves et al., 1996; Herr, 1998; Spodek, 1993; Washington & Bailey, 1995).

Changes in family structure and new roles for women in American society
contributed to increased demands for child care, preschool programs, and funding
to provide assistance with child care costs (Graves et al., 1996; Seefeldt &
Barbour, 1994). During the last part of the 1980s and the early 1990s, the federal
government passed legislation supporting child care. The reauthorization of
Follow Through, which expands the ideas, ideals, and practices of Head Start to
include the kindergarten and primary grade programs and passage of Public Law
101-508, which provides assistance with child care costs and improves the quality
and availability of services, are examples of the government’s continued
involvement in the lives of young children (Graves et al., 1996; Seefeldt &

Barbour, 1994).
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Early Childhood Program Models

Early childhood education is defined as the education of young children
from birth through age 8 (Spodek, 1993). An early childhood program is any
group program in a center, school, or other facility that serves children of those
ages. Early childhood programs include child care centers, family child care
homes, private and public preschools, kindergartens, and primary-grade schools.
(Bredekamp & Copple, 1997; Gordon & Browne, 1989).

A single program usually does not serve children across this entire age
range. Programs for all children in an age range do not look alike. Activities and
physical settings in programs for infants and toddlers look different from those for
3- to 5-year-olds. Settings for infants and toddlers are concerned with caregiving
and playing with a few infants and toddlers at a time. There will be an area for
cribs, diaper changing, feeding, large floor area for crawling and other movement
activities. The setting for 3- to 5-year-olds provides space for const.ructing large
complex structures, or to play house, office, store, and post office. This space is
also used for large group activities. Interest centers with a wide variety of
materials should reflect the interests and culture of the children (Seefeldt &
Barbour, 1994).

Historical events, influential individuals, and government involvement have
contributed to the development of many contemporary early childhood programs.
Factors responsible for differences in programs include different sponsorship of

programs, program philosophy, goals and objectives, and curriculum used.
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Programs also vary by age, by characteristics bf clients, by purpose and by
sponsorship (Graves et al., 1996; Spodek, 1993).

Early childhood program models describe goals, materials, teacher roles,
and appropriate instructional practices for early childhood education. The wide
variety of models represents different philosophical positions and approaches to
early childhood education. They differ in philosophy, learning theory, goals, steps
to reach goals, classroom procedures, teacher training and curriculum materials.
Variations in programs are also attributed to the roles assumed ’by the teachers and

the students (Graves et al., 1996).

The Montessori Model

Maria Montessori (1870-1952) developed an innovative, activity-based
sensory education model involving didactic materials. Key elements of the
Montessori philosophy (1907) include the ideas of the absorbent mind, the prepared
environment, autoeducation, sensitive periods, and the principle of freedom for the
child. Each element is a factor in explanations of how children grow and develop.
In a Montessori environment, the teacher is responsible for the "prepared
environment”--selecting and arranging the materials that make learning possible.
Most Montessori materials are self-correcting; that is, they are designed so that the
child gets feedback on the correctness of his actions from the materials.
Montessori curriculum presents the materials in a sequence, from simplest to most

difficult so that the child learns concepts logically. Many of the learning tasks
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have a series of steps and must be learned in a prescribed order (Brewer, 19098;
. Lindauer, 1987; Montessori, 1964).

A basic premise of the Montessori philosophy is that the child copies reality
rather than constructs it. The children organize their world and their own thinking
from watching and then doing activities. The Montessori teacher, who receives
specialized training in the Montessori Method, demonstrates how materials are to
be used and how tasks are to be completed. The demonstrations are very specific
in that there is an exact procedure for using each set of materials; children are not
allowed free expressions with the materials until they have mastered the exact
procedures. The materials are arranged so that the children can select from among
them the ones in which they are interested, but it is the teacher’s role to bring out
and demonstrate new materials at the optimal time in the development of each child
(Gordon & Browne, 1989; Lindauer, 1987).

The prepared environment in a Montessori program must be orderly so that
the children develop a sense of order and control. The tables and chairs must be
child sized and lightweight so that. the children can arrange them in the way that is
most comfortable for them. It must also be attractive so that the children develop
a respect for beauty. Materials for learning must be carefully chosen and
displayed to catch the children’s interest. They are set on low shelves, in an
orderly fashion, to encourage independent use by each child (Brewer, 1998: Graves

et al., 1996; Montessori, 1964).
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The teacher’s role in the Montessori setting is that of observing the
children. She becomes familiar with the skills and developmental levels, then
matches the child to the appropriate material or task. There is little teacher
intervention beyond giving clear directions for how to use the materials (Gordon &

Browne, 1989; Lindauer, 1987; Montessori, 1964). -

The Constructivist Model

Constructivist models are based on the le‘arning theories of John Dewey
(1858-1952), Jean Piaget (1896-1980), and Ley Vygotsky (1896-1934). Examples
of constructivist programs include the Bank Street College Model (1934-1935)
deVeloped by Lucy Sprague Mitchell, and the Cognitively Oriented Curriculum
(1960s), also known as High/Scope, developed by David Weikart (Brewer, 1998;
Forman, 1987; Zimiles, 1987).

Constructivists believe that children want to learn, are always learning, and
that children construct their own understandings and are continually refining them
in terms of new experiences and knowledge. The curriculum is planned and the
learning experiences are selected to follow children’s interests or expose them to
new areas in which their interest might be aroused. The process of finding
information, analyzing data, and reaching conclusions is considered more important
than learning facts (Forman, 1987; Graves et al., 1996).

Although the goals of all constructivist programs are not the same, they are

all concerned with the development of children’s thinking and reasoning abilities
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and their abilities to represent experiences in meaningful ways. Each program
depends on children’s active involvement with materials and teacher’s guidance in
helping children reflect on their experiences. The programs focus on development
of physical, social, emotional, and intellectual competence. The curriculum is
based on children’s interest and is'integrated so that content is not arranged by
subject-matter areas. The interrelationship of all areas of development is important
in developing the whole child (Brewer, 1998; Forman, 1987).

A brief description of the Bank Stree-t College Model and the Cognitively

Oriented Curriculum (High/Scope) Model follows.

Bank Street College Model

The Bank Street College Model, also known as the Bank Street Approach
(BSA), is based on the writings of John DeQey and his theory of progressive
education (Graves et al., 1996). It was developed by Lucy Sprague Mitchell, a
student of John Dewey as the Bank Street School in 1934-1935 (Brewer, 1998;
Gordon & Browne, 1989).

Teachers using the BSA are responsible for creating a rich and stimulating
environment where children are safe to explore and initiate their own learning. In
this model the children are the initiators and adults take their cues from the child’s
activities. Children are trusted to initiate their own activities and do their own
learning and evaluating. Educational goals are constructed as developmental

processes. The child’s ability for organizing experiences through cognitive
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strategies is promoted in the Bank Street program. Learning is seen as resulting
from the children’s active participation and involvement with their social and
physical world. Play is an important aspect of BSA. Play provides the
opportunity for young children to experiment and explore their immediate
environment (Lawton, 1987, as cited in Graves et al., 1996).

The teacher’s role is to provide an enriched, safe and stimulating
environment in which children are free to play, select activities and materials, and
determine their own goals. The classroom is a rich and cognitively stimulating
learning environment that contains a wide variety of attractive materials designed
to engage the children’s interest and allows them to be active learners. Items are
typically organized around learning or interest centers to facilitate the child’s
interaction wi.th them (Graves et al., 1996; Seefeldt & Barbour, 1989; Zimiles,
1987).

This-approach differs from the Constructivist Model onl)} in its program
approach. The BSA is a child-initiated approach where the teacher responds to
cues from the child. The Constructivist program apﬁroach is a teacher-child
initiated approach in which both the child and adult initiate learning activities

(Seefeldt & Barbour, 1989).

The Cognitively Oriented Curriculum Model (High/Scope)

This approach has its foundation in the work of Jean Piaget and strongly

emphasizes cognitive development. It is a compensatory preschool program
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originally designed to benefit children of poverty and has its origins in the Perry
Preschool Project begun in the 1960s (Graves et al., 1996).

This program emphasizes careful and systematic observations of the child
and organizes the curriculum around key experiences. Key experiences are identi-
fied in the categories of social and emotional development, movement and physical
development, and cognitive development. They provide teachers with a basis for
planning and organizing the curriculum so that activities are not random (Graves et
al., 1996; Hohmann & Weikart, 1995).

The learning process in the Cognitively Oriented Curriculum matches the
child’s level of intellectual development to the curriculum. Children are active

participants in this process and they proceed at their own pace with activities

- selected according to their interest and competency. Planning is an important part

of the daily routine in classrooms using this model. The children are given the
opporturﬁty to decide what activities they wish to pursue within a consistent routine
of daily events. Children have a great deal of freedom to plan and carry out their
intentions. The emphasis is on helping children plan their own day (Forman,
1987; Graves et al., 1996; Hohmann & Weikart, 1995).

Teachers are responsible for planning part of the daily agenda. They plan
certain key experiences and support and encourage the children’s involvement with
their activil_tieS. An important element of the daily routine is a Plan-Do-Review
scheme. Children make their choices, engage in the activity and then recall how

they carried out their plan. Teachers also set objectives, guide children, and teach.
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They respond to the children, their interests and individual abilities, intelligence,
and background (Hohmann & Weikart, 1995).

Classrooms that use the Cognitively Oriented Curriculum are arranged and
equipped like many other preschool environments. The physical arrangement
consists of a large, open area for group activities and games in addition to centers
or work areas for specific activities such as sand and water play, art, and blocks.
These work areas are located around the room. Equipment is typical--trucks,
~ dolls, blocks, puzzles, stuffed animals, puppets, etc. (Brewer, 1998; Graves et al.,

1996; Hohmann. & Weikart, 1995; Seefeldt & Barbour, 1989).

The Behaviorist Model

The behaviorist model of schools for young children is based on the
learning theories of Edward Thorndike (1974-1949) and B. F. Skinner (1904-
1990). These theories explain behavior in terms of a stimulus and a response and
operant conditioning. Key components of the behaviorist model, also known as
direct instruction and teacher-initiated, are reinforcement schedules, shaping of
behavior, and extinction of behavior. Behaviorism emphasizes the role of external
factors in shaping behavior (Mounts & Roopnarine, 1987).

Teachers are expected to understand a’nd be able to use the components in
achieving academic and behavioral goals. The teaching situation is structured so

that the children give correct responses to questions. Appropriate behavior and

correct answers are lavishly rewarded. Incorrect responses are not rewarded.
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Instead, the teacher rephrases the question or restructures the learning activity until
the correct answer is provided by the student. Almost every minute of this
program 1s focused on academic skill; very Iiftle time 1s devoted to creative
activities (Graves et al., 1996; Seefeldt & Barbour, 1994).

The curriculum is planned and directed by the teacher and is presented to
the children. This approach uses highly structured activities with predetermined
goals and objectives. Academic content often falls into three main areas--reading,
language, and mathematics. The lessons presented are designed to be conducted in
small groups and are carefully sequenced. With the direct instruction model, the
classroom i1s simplified and the number of activities is limited (Mounts &
Roopnarine, 1987).

The DISTAR program (1966) developed by Carl Bereiter and Siegfried
Englemann, is an example of a direct instruction model. It was originally designed
as a compensatory education model to help economically disadvantaged

preschoolers achieve academic success (Graves et al., 1996; Seefeldt & Barbour,

1994).

Summary
Models serve as guidelines for planning and organizing experiences. As
teachers use models and theories, they construct their own understanding of the
teaching-learning processes and incorporate their experiences into the modél, thus

customizing learning experiences for their students (Brewer, 1998; Graves et al.,
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1996). The program models deséribed have some common goals, but each has a
different view of what is the best and most appropriate learning environment for
young children. One goal common to all the models is for children to learn. The
models differ on the means used to reach this goal (Brewer, 1998). Montessori
educators believe that children learn best through interactions with materials in a
prepared environment (Lindauer, 1987). Constructivists also believe that children
learn through intéractions with objects and people but that children must reflect on
their actions as well (Forman, 1987). Behaviorists believe that children learn best
in a highly structured environment in which the information presented is carefully

sequenced and the rewards are controlled (Mounts & Roopnarine, 1987).

Early Childhood Settings

In addition to the various program models, there are distinct differences
among the many types of early childhood settings. Settings differ in.terms of size,
facilities, staff qualifications, parent involvement, ownership, fees, sponsorship,
ages served, purpose of the program, public or private facility, profit or nonprofit
organization, funding sources, location and hours of service (Gordon & Browne,
1989; Graves et al., 1996; Seefeldt & Barbour, 1994). The focus may be on
children’s physical and social growth or on their cognitive growth (Herr, 1998).

Child care centers provide care for children in a variety of settings. They
may be located in a church, in the work place, shopping mall, recreational center,

buildings specitically built for this purpose, or in buildings or houses remodeled as
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child care centers. Centers may be licensed or unlicensed depending on state
and/or local regulations. Some centers may be naitionally franchised for-profit,
privately owned for-profit, or not-for-profit operations (Gordon & Browne, 1989;
Seefeldt & Barbour, 1994).

Family home day care settings provide child care for small numbers of
children of various ages, from infants to 12-year-olds, in a private home. The
homes are licensed or registered with the appropriate state agency where required.
Meals are usually provided. The family home day-care provider who has received
early childhood training, may plan énd provide a developmental curriculum for the
children in care in this setting. The hours of operation usually accommodate the
needs of individual parents (Graves et al., 1996; Herr, 1998).

Early childhood programs can be grouped based on sponsorship--public,
private and employer-sponsored centers. Publicly sponsored programs are funded
by federal, state or local governments. These programs are also nonprofit.
Examples of publicly sponsored pfograms are public school pre-kindergarten
programs, Head Start, and college and university laboratory schools. Privately
sponsored programs include privately owned centers, franchised child care centers,
family day care homes, employer-sponsored and church-based centers (Herr,
1998).

A safe environment under adult supervision s provided in each center. The

physical, emotional, social, and intellectual well-being of each child are of primary

importance. The care is designed to meet the basic nutrition, health, and safety

50



needs of each child. The educational curriculum emphasizes the whole child.
Some centers provide care only for 3- to 5-year-olds, some only for infant to 2-
year-olds. Others may serve children from birth to 5-year-olds. The number of
children cared for in a child care center is dependent upon licensing regulations

(Graves et al., 1996; Herr, 1998).

Head Start

Head Start was created in 1965 as part of President Johnson’s War on
Poverty. Its primary goal has been to "improve the competence of children in low-
income families, that is, their everyday ability to deal with both their current
environment and later responsibilities in school and life" (USGAO, Research
Insufficient to Assess Program Impact, March, 1998b). Other goals include
increasing each child’s physical, social, and emotional development, and improving
the health of each child by providing medical, nutritional, dental, social, and
mental health services. Active parental and community involvement are important
components of this program (USGAO, Participant Characteristics, Services and
Funding, March, 1998a; Give your child a head start, 1993; Gordon & Browne,
1989; Graves et al., 1996; Herr, 1998).

Ninety percent of the children enrolled in each Head Start program must,
by regulation, be from low income families. The law requires that a certain
percentage Qf space in each program be set aside for special ‘populations of

children, including those with disabilities, Native American and migrant children.
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Head Start serves children of any age below the age of compulsory school
attendance (GAO, Participant Characteristics, Services and Funding, March,
1998).

Performance standards, which govern Head Start programs, state the
expectations and minimum requirements that all Head Start programs must meet.
There are also separate performance standards for services for children with
disabilities. Pertformance standards have been revised and "attempt to reflect the
changing Head Start population, the evolution of best practices, and program
experience with the earlier standards” (GAO, Participant Characteristics, Services
and Funding, March, 1998a). Programs are operated by local public and/or
private nonprofit agencies, called grantees. Grantees receive their funding directly
from the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services and must also obtain an
additional 20 percent of their program costs from nontederal sources (GAO,

Research Insufficient to Assess Program Impact, March, 1998).

Summary--Early Childhood Settings
There is a broad array of educational facilities and programs available for
young children including child care centers, family home day cares, Head Start,
and pre-kind_ergarten; early intervention programs. Programs are provided in a
variety of settings. They may be in a building specifically designed for child care,
a renovated building, in someone’s home, or in a public school. Funding for

programs include private funds for child care centers, franchise centers and family
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home day care, federal funds in the case of Head Start, and state funds for

pre-kindergarten early intervention programs.

National Association for the Education of
Young Children Accreditation

The National Association for the Education of Young Children (NAEYC)
accreditation is a national, voluntary accreditation system for child care programs
administered by the National Academy of Early Childhood Programs, a division of
the National Association for the Education of Young Children. The purpose of
this accreditation system is to improve the quality of programs for young children
in group care. It assists parents in their search for high quality programs for their
children and it helps assure parents that their children are receiving quality care.

(NAEYC, 1991a).

The accreditation system is designed to meet two major goals:

1. to help early childhood program personnel become involved in a
process that will facilitate real and lasting improvements in the quality
of the program serving young children, and

2. to evaluate the quality of the program for the purpose of accrediting

those programs that substantially comply with the criteria for high
quality programs. (NAEYC, 1991a, p. 1)
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To be eligible for accreditation, an early childhood program must

1. serve a minimum of 10 children within the age group of birth through
S in part- or full-day group programs with at least two adults present at
all times.

2. have been in operation at least one year prior to receipt of
accreditation.

3. be licensed by the appropriate state/local agencies or if exempt from
licensing, demonstrate compliance with its own state’s standards for
early childhood program subject to licensing.

4. include all of the program that comes under the eligibility criteria in
the self-study and validation process. (NAEYC, 1991a, pp. 1-2)

The accreditation process is a three-step system. The self-study is an
evaluation process. The evaluation provides valuable professional development
experiences for all involved--directors, staff, and parents. Part of the self-study
involves evaluating the 10 component areas identified as goals of quality early
childhood programs. Through the self-study, a combination of observation form
and questionnaires, the director, teachers, and parents evaluate how well the
program is meeting the criteria and set goals for improvement. After
improvements are made, the director reports the results of the self-study by
completing a rating form called the program description. The accuracy of the
program description is verified during an on-site visit by trained early childhood
professionals, called validators. The verified program description is then reviewed

by a three-person commission that makes the accreditation decision on the basis of
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professional judgment. Accreditation is either granted or deferred. If deferred,
the program may appeal the deferment. The verified program is reviewed by a
second commission which either grants accreditation or defers it. If accreditation
1s deferred by the second commission, the brogram makes needed improvements
and requests a second validation visit. Being accredited by NAEYC certifies that a
child care center has met these standards (Herr, 1998; NAEYC, 1991a).
Accreditation is not a requirement for licensing in the State of Florida. Programs
that do not achieve NAEYC accreditation may continue to operate while working
toward accreditation.

Bredekamp (NAEYC, 1991a) stated

accreditation of early childhood programs helps teachers and directors
evaluate and improve their practice and helps parents make informed
decisions, but most of all it helps the children. It establishes professional
consensus regarding program standards, provides a goal that programs can
use in working toward improvement, provides a mechanism for identifying
programs that exceed the minimum requirements for operation and strive
toward achieving professional standards and it provides additional assurance
for parents as they make important decisions about the care and education
of their children. (p. x)

The National As@ciation for the Education of Young Children (NAEYC)
recommends that the field of early childhood education base its curriculum and
proérams for young children on knowledge of the child’s growth, development,
and learning. Curriculum should be planned to be developmentally appropriate for

each individual (Bredekamp & Copple, 1997).
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The Environment

The environment is the sum total of the physical and human qualities that
combine to create a space in which children and adults work and play together.
Environment is the content teachers arrange; it is an atmosphere they create; it is a
feeling they communicate. Environment is the total picture--from the traffic flow
to the daily schedule, from the numbers of chairs at a table to the placement of the
guinea pig cage. The choices teachers make concerning the physical setting (the
equipment and materials, the room arrangement, the playground and the facilities

‘available), the temporal setting (timing for transitions, routines, activities), and the
interpersonal setting (number and nature of teachers, ages and numbers of children,
types and styles of interactions among them), combine to support the program

goals (Gordon & Browne, 1989).

The important aspects of environment include arrangement of space,
furnishings and equipment, activities to enhance development, the daily
schedule, and supervision provided by staff. All settings for early
childhood care and education have the same basic environmental
components and the same basic goal--that of meeting the needs of children,
despite the fact that programs vary in length of day, size of group, number
of staff and ages of children served. The environment influences children
and staff, whether or not we consciously harness this influence. Teachers
need to assume responsibility for creating an attractive, functional, and
stimulating environment for children and for themselves. (Harms, as cited
in Gordon & Browne, 1989, p. 232)



Summary

This chapter presented a review of literature related to early childhood
education. Researchers agree that the environment in which an early childhood
program operates affects the goals of the program. Literature related to various
early childhood program models, early childhood settings and NAEYC
accreditation was also reviewed in thi; chapter. The increase in the need for child
care has resulted in early childhood programs operating in a variety of facilities.
The design of these facilities should take into account the needs of all those who
will be using the facility--the-children, the teachers, the parents, and the program

goals.



CHAPTER 3

METHODS AND PROCEDURES

Purpose

The purpose of this study was to gather data on the effects of facility design
and equipment acquisition on curriculum oftered in preschools. At the time of the
study, preschool owner/operators only needed to meet minimum standards set by
the state and/or local licensing agency regarding square footage of useable space
per child, adult/child ratios, toileting facilities and equipment acquisition. This
study sought to determine the effects of facility design and equipment acquisition

on the curriculum offered in preschool centers.

Population

The population for this study consisted of 16 center directors/education
coordinators, 16 lead teachers of 3-year-olds, 16 lead teachers of 4-year-olds, 32
parents of 3-year-old children, and 32 parents of 4-year-old children. The
respondents were from five National Association for the Education of Young

Children (NAEYC) accredited private-for-profit centers, one NAEYC accredited
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Head Start center, five nonaccredited private-for-profit centers and five

nonaccredited Head Start centers.

Setting

Center directors/education coordinators, lead teachers of 3- and 4-year-old
children, and parents of 3- and 4-year-old children from randomly selected centers
in the central Florida counties of Alachua, Brevard, Flagler, Orange, Osceola,
Seminole and Volusia participated in this study. A total of 16 centers were
selected from a list obtained from the Florida Department of Children and
Families’ Training Coordinators and Head Start coordinators in each of the above
counties. The list of NAEYC accredited centers in the above counties was
obtained from the National Assoéiation for the Education of Young Children
(NAEYC). The centers were grouped, within each county, according to the
following criteria, NAEYC accredited private-for-profit preschools, NAEYC
accredited Head Start centers, nonaccredited private-for-profit preschools, and
nonaccredited Head Start centers. There were only 4 Head Start centers and 10
private-for-profit centers with NAEYC accreditation in the six counties at the time
of this study.

Authorization to conduct this study in the Head Start centers was obtained
through a telephone call to the Head Start director and a formal application
process. Initially, permission was received from Brevard, Flagler, Orange,

Osceola, Seminole, and Volusia County Head Start directors. Permission was later

41




rescinded by Brevard County, which had three NAEYC accredited Head Start
centers. The director for the Osceola and Seminole counties’ Head Start asked that
the researcher wait until June to distribute the surveys. Directors of the
private-for-profit centers were contacted by telephone to obtain their cooperation in
participating in this study.

The researcher delivered surveys to the Head Start director for Volusia and
Flagler counties. All other surveys were mailed to the center director or Head
Start director. A return date of May 15, 1998, was requested. Surveys were
mailed to the Head Start director in Osceola and Seminole counties, per his
request, on May 21, with a return date of June 5, 1998. A cover letter was
distributed with the survey instrument (Appendixes D, E, and F) and a
preaddressed, stamped return envelope was provided.

Directors were requested to distribute the surveys as follows: Director
Surv‘ey: The director was requested to complete this survey if he/she was directly
involved with the instructional program. If not, it was requested that the education
or curriculum coordinator complete this survey. Teacher Survey: The director was
requested to distribute one survey to the lead teacher of a 3-year-old class and to
the lead teacher of a 4-year-old class. Parent Survey: The director was requested
to distribute a survey to two parents of 3-year-old children and two other parents
of 4-year-old children from different families (one survey per family).

Within each center the director, the lead teacher of 3-year-old children, the

lead teacher of 4-year-old children, and two parents of 3-year-old children and two
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parents of 4-year-old children were asked to participate in the survey. This
resulted in a total of 112 surveys being distributed.

| Surveys were distributed to one Head Start and five private-for-profit
NAEYC accredited centers and five Head Start and five private-for-profit
nonaccredited centers in Alachua, Brevard, Flagler, Orange, Osceola, Seminole,
and Volusia counties. A total of 16 centers were surveyed. The distribution of the

surveys by county is illustrated in Table 1.

Table 1

Distribution of Surveys by County

NAEYC Accredited Nonaccredited
County Head Start  Private-for- Head Start  Private-for-
Profit Profit

Alachua 0 ] 0 1
Brevard 0 ] 0 1
Flagler 0 0 ] ]
Orange 0 1 ] 1
Osceola 0 1 ] 0
Seminole 0 1 ] 0
Volusia ] 0, ] 1

The types of centers that were surveyed are displayed in Table 2. The

number of surveys distributed is indicated in column two. The Head Start
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Nonaccredited, Private-for-Profit Nonaccredited, and Private-for-Profit Accredited
centers each represent 31% of the total number of surveys distributed. The

remaining 6% is reflected in the Head Start Accredited center.

Table 2

Distribution of Surveys by Center Type

Center Type Number Percentage
Head Start Nonaccredited 5 31
Private-for-Profit Nonaccredited 5 31
Head Start Accredited 1 ' 6
Private-for-Profit Accredited 5 31

Table 3 displays the number of surveys distributed to each type of
respondent. Directors represented 14% of the total number of surveys distributed.
Twenty-nine percent of the surveys were distributed to teachers. The remaining

57% were distributed to parents.
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Table 3

Distribution of Surveys by Respondent

Respondent Number Percentage
Directors 16 14
Teachers 32 29
Parents 64 57

Research Desien and Rationale

The need for directors, teachers, and parents to understand the effects of
facility design and equipment acquisition on curriculum is increasing as more and
more children are placed in preschool facilities. At the time of the present study,
information, data and statistics on facility design and equipment acquisition’s effect
on preschool curriculum was limited. This study was designed to gather
information and data from preschool centers that could be used as guidelines for
future design of preschool facilities and for acquisition of equipment.

A descriptive, nonexperimental research design, using surveys, was selected
to gather data for this study. This study was designed to (a) provide a description
of the effects of facility design on the curriculum offered in preschools, and
(b) provide a description of the effects of equipment acquisition on the curriculum

offered in preschool centers.
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Six research questions were used to guide the direction of this study to
identify components of facility design and of equipment acquisition that affect the

curriculum offered in preschool centers:

1. What components of facility design affect the curriculum offered in

preschool centers from the teacher’s perspective?

2. What components of facility design affect the curriculum offered in

preschool centers from the parent’s perspective?

3. What components of facility design affect the curriculum offered in

preschool centers from the director’s perspective?

4. What components of equipment acquisition affect the curriculum offered

in preschool centers from the teacher’s perspective?

5. What components of equipment acquisition affect the curriculum offered

in preschool centers from the parent’s perspective?

6. What components of equipment acquisition affect the curriculum offered

in preschool centers from the director’s perspective?

Instrument Development

Three separate instruments (Appendixes A, B, and C) were developed by
the researcher based on her knowledge of preschool facility design, equipment
acquisition, preschool curriculum and the literature review on child care facility
design, equipment acquisition and curriculum. During the course of their

development, these survey instruments were reviewed by several early childhood
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educators familiar with preschool facility design and curriculum and were revised
based on their recommendations prior to distribution.

Survey A (Appendix A) was designed to gather data on the center director’s
perspective as to the effects of facility desigﬁ and equipment acquisition on the
curriculum offered in a center. Survey B (Appendix B) was designed to gather
data on the teacher’s perspectives as to the effects of facility design and equipment
acquisition on the curriculum offered in the center they were teaching in. Survey
C (Appendix C) was designed to gather data on the parent’s perspectives as to the
effects of facility design and equipment acquisition on the curriculum offered in the
center in which they had children enrolied.

Survey A included 43 items related to the effects of facility design and
equipment acquisition on curriculum from the director’s perspective. Survey B
included 72 items related to the effects of facility design and equipment acquisition
on curriculum from the teacher’s perspective. Survey C included 30 items related
to the effects of facility design and equipment acquisition on curriculum from the
parent’s perspective. Respondents were asked to indicate the degree of effect each
item had on the curriculum offered in their center; no effect, very little effect, little
effect, great effect, very great. effect, not applicable.

Demographic data requested from the respondents included NAEYC
accreditation, licensing status, location, original use or renovated space, curriculum
being used, use of equipment and materials specifically designed for the

curriculum, additional educational/training requirements for specific curriculums,
47
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number of staff and children by age groups, and educational level of the
respondent. Additionally, directors indicated the number of years they had been a
director of a preschool, and teachers indicated the number of years they had been a
preschool teacher. Parents indicated the number of years they have had children
enrolled in preschool, and the number and ages of children they presently had

enrolled in the center.

Data_Collection

Data wefe collected through the use of surveys. Center directors were
telephoned prior to the distribution of the surveys to elicit their willingness to
participate in the study. Directors were telephoned after the surveys were mailed
to inform them to expect the surveys within a few days. Surveys for the director,
the two lead teachers, and four parents were mailed in one package to the director
of each of the centers. Each survey was accompanied by a letter explaining the
purpose of the study, with a request for completed surveys to be returned by
May 15, 1998. The surveys for Osceola and Seminole County Head Start, which
were mailed at a later date, had a request for completed surveys to be returned by
June 5, 1998.

A telephone call was made to each center director who did not respond to
the initial survey asking the directors for their cooperation in completing and
returning their survey and reminding teachers and parents to coinplete and return

their surveys. A third request was made in June, 1998 by telephone and
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subsequent mailing of another packet of surveys to center directors who did not
respond to the initial survey or telephone call. Overall response rate of all of the

survey was 50%.

Data Analysis

The data collected were used to provide a descriptive analysis of the effects
of facility design and equipment acquisition on the curriculum offered in preschool
centers from the perspectives of directors, teachers, and parents. The data were
analyzed for the 12 centers that responded to the survey. Frequencies of responses
were calculated, displayed in a series of tables, and discussed in accompanying
narratives.

Chapter 4 contains a presentation of the data in narrative and tabular form.
This presentation of data was used to arrive at answers to the six research
questions that guided the study and to formulate the conclusions, implications, and

recommendations found in Chapter 5.
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CHAPTER 4

DATA ANALYSIS

Introduction

An analysis of the data derived through the previously described
methodology and statistical procedures is presented in this chapter. The findings
include data on the characteristics of the respondents and results from the
descriptive statistical data. These data were utilized to answer the stated research
questions and to present a summary of the information from the respondents.

Chapter 4 is divided into three sections. The first section provides data on
the characteristics of the respondents. The second section provides data on the
effects of facility design and equipment acquisition on the curriculum offered in
preschool centers from the perspectives of teachers, parents, and directors. A
narrative discussion reflecting data analysis is presented with tables to facilitate the
display of data and to provide further clarity in sections one and two. Section
three presents a suﬁmaw of the results.

The population for this study consisted of 16 lead teachers of 3-year-olds,
16 lead teachers of 4-year-olds, 32 parents of 3-year-old children and 32 parents of

4-year-old children; 13 directors of private-for-profit centers and three education
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coordinators of Head Start centers. The 16 centers included five private-for-profit
centers accredited through the National Association for the Education of Young
Children (NAEYC), one Head Start center accredited through the National
Association for the Education of Young Children (NAEYC), five nonaccredited
private-for-profit centers and five nonaccredited Head Start centers.

Initially all 16 preschool center directors were contacted by telephone to
determine their willingness to participate in this study and to distribute the surveys
as requested. Surveys were sent to all 16 centers. Fifty-six of all of the 112
surveys were returned for a return rate of 50%. Fifty-five were completed. Thé
Education Coordi_nator for the Head Start programs in Osceola and Seminole
counties was the same person. The surveys for both counties were returned.
However, only one was completed. Both surveys were counted as returned but
only the data from the completed survey were included in the analysis.

Data for this study on the characteristics of the respondents and the effects
of facility design and equipment acquisition on the curriculum offered were
gathered through the use of a self-administered questionnaire (Appendixes A, B,
and C). Data collection involved a mail-out of surveys to each center director or
Head Start Coordinator. These were mailed in bulk to each center. Included in
the bulk mail-out was a letter to each director explaining the title and purpose of
this study and the requested distribution of the surveys. A letter to each teacher

and parent explaining the title and purpose of this study was included with each of
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their surveys. A copy of the summary of the research findings was also offered in
this letter. A self-addressed, stamped return envelope was included and a deadline
for the return of each survey was set.

Twelve of the 16 directors/education coordinators (75%) returned their
surveys. Of the directors/education coordinators who returned completed surveys,
four were from Head Start nonaccredited centers, three were from private-for-
profit nonaccredited centers, one was from a Head Start accredited center and four
were from private-for profit accredited centers.

Nineteen of the 32 surveys (59%), distributed to teachers were returned.
Four completed surveys were from Head Start nonaccredited center teachers, five
completed surveys were from private-for-profit nonaccredited center teachers, two
completed surveys were returned by teachers from a Head Start accredited center.
Eight teachers from private-for-profit accredited centers completed surveys.

A total of 25 surveys out of 64 (39%), distributed to parents were
completed and returned. Seven parents were from Head Start nonaccredited
centers, eight parents who completed surveys were from private-for-profit
nonaccredited centers, two parents were from a Head Start accredited center and
eight parents were from private-for-profit accredited centers. A summary of the

response rate is reported in Table 4.
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Table 4

Questionnaire Response Rates

: Directors* Teachers Parents
Center Type
N R % N R % N R %

Head Start

Nonaccredited 5 4xx 80 10 4 40 20 7 35
Private-for-profit

Nonaccredited 5 3 60 10 S 50 20 8 35
Head Start

Accredited 1 ] 100 2 2 100 4 2 50
Private-for-profit

Accredited 5 4 80 10 8 - 80 20 8 40

*This category includes education coordinators. **This includes two surveys

- returned by the Head Start Director of Osceola and Seminole counties. This is the
same person. Only one survey was completed.

N = number of surveys mailed. R = number of surveys returned. % =
percentage of each population. (

All center directors or education coordinators who responded to the survey
indicated that the center was licensed and was operating in space that was
renovated for the center. Eight centers were located in suburban areas and three
centers were located in urban areas. Two centers each had four staff members,
four centers each had si); staff members, two centers each had eight staff members,
and one center had nine staff members. Two center directors did not respond to
this question. The number of 3-year-old children in each center varied from 8 to

40. One center director did not respond to this question. The number of

53

71



4-year-old children in each center varied from 15 to 40. One center director did
not respond to this question. One center served 68 3- and 4-year-old children in
mixed groupings. Table 5 displays the demographic characteristics of the centers

that responded to the survey.

Curriculums Used by Centers

Various curriculums were being used. Three centers used the Montessori
curriculum.  This curriculum required teachers to have specific qutessori teacher
training. Specialized equipment specifically designed for the Montessori
curriculum was used with this curriculum. Two centers used the High Scope
curriculum. Teachers using the High/Scope curriculum required specific training
in its use. Three centers used an eclectic curriculum. One center employed a
creative curriculum, and one a cognitively oriented curriculum. None of these
required additional training for the teachers or specialized equipment. The type of
curriculum used by individual centers, the requirement for specialized equipment

and the requirement for additional teacher training is illustrated in Table 6.

Summary
The center directors responding to the survey were located in suburban and
urban areas. All were in space that was renovated for use as a preschool center.

The number of 3- and 4-year-old children enrolied in these centers ranged from 27
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Table §

Demographic Characteristics of Centers

Number of Children
Type of Number

Center Type  Location Space of Staff 3’s 4’s
Head Start Nonaccredited

Center 1 Suburban Renovated NR NR NR

Center 2 Suburban Renovated 8v 34 34

Center 3 Suburban Renovated 6 18 18

Private-for-profit Nonaccredited

Center 1 Suburban Renovated 6 28 22
Center 2 Suburban Renovated 6 16 17
Center 3 Urban Renovated 4 12 15

Head Start Accredited

Center 1 Suburban Renovated 9 68 children
mixed grouping

Private-for-profit Accredited

Center 1 Suburban Renovated NR 15 15
Center 2 Urban Renovated 6 20 20
Center 3. Suburban Renovated 8 | 40 40
Center 4 Urban Renovated 4 8 22

NR = no response.
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Table 6

Curriculums Used by Centers

Specialized Additional Teacher
Center Type Curriculum Equipment Training Required

Head Start Nonaccredited

Center | Creative No No
Curriculum ‘

Center 2 High/Scope No Yes

Center 3 Montessori Yes Yes

Private-for-Profit Nonaccredited

Center 1 Eclectic No No

Center 2 Eclectic No No

Center 3 Cognitively No No
Oriented

Head Start Accredited
Center 1 High/Scope No Yes

Private-for-Profit Accredited

Center 1 Montessori Yes Yes

Center 2 High/Scope No Yes

Center 3 Eclectic No No

Center 4 Montessori Yes Yes
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to 80. The number of staff members working with 3- and 4-year-old children
ranged from four to eight. Various curriculums were being used--Montessori,
High/Scope, Eclectic, Creative Curriculum, and Cognitively Oriented. The
Montessori curriculum was the only one that required specialized equipment. The
Montessori and High/Scope curriculums were the only ones being used that

required additional training specific to that curriculum for the teachers.

Characteristics of Respondents

Respondents to this survey represented seven directors and four Head Start
coordinators, 19 teachers (five teachers of 3-year-olds, six teachers of 4-year-olds,
and eight teachers of 3- and 4-year-old combination classes), 25 parents (13 parents
of 3-year-olds and 12 paren.ts of 4-year-olds). "I‘en teachers, 10 parents, 4
directors and 1 education coordinator were from NAEYC accredited centers. Nine
teachers, 15 parents, and 7 directors were from nonaccredited centers. None of
the center directors or education coordinators was teaching at the time of this

study. Respondent representation is displayed in Table 7.
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Table 7

Respondent Representation

Children’s Ages

Accredited Nonaccredited

Respondents N Center Center 3 4 3&4
Teachers 19 10 9 5* 6* gx*
Parents 25 10 15 12%*  ]3*x*
Directors 7 4 3

Education

Coordinator 4 1 3

N = number of respondents.

*This number represents the number of teachers teaching this age group. **This
number represents the age of the child enrolled in each age group as reported by
parents.

Director/Education Coordinators
Seven directors and four education coordinators of Head Start centers
returned survéys. Three directors were from private-for-profit nonaccredited
centers. Four directors were from private-for-profit accredited centers. One
education coordinator was from a Head Start accredited center and three education
coordinators were from Head Start nonaccredited centers. One person was the
education coordinator for both Seminole and Osceola counties. This person

completed only one survey but returned both.
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Head Start Nonaccredited Centers

Three education coordinators returned the surveys. The first education
coordinator had eight years of experience and a four-year degree in child
development. Additionally, this coordinator had AMS Montessori training in early
childhood. The coordinator was involved in designing modifications to an already
existing building. The next coordinator had a four-year degree in early childhood
education and 10 years of experience. This coordinator was not involved in the
design of the center. The last education coordinator had a master’s degree in early
chiidhood education. This coordinator was not involved in the design of the
center. Table 8 presents data regarding the education coordinator’s level of

education, years of experience, and participation in the design of the center.

Table 8

Education Coordinator Level of Education (Head Start Nonaccredited Centers)

Years of Participated in
Level of Education Experience Design of Center
Education 4-year degree in child Designed modifications
Coordinator I  development; AMS to an existing building
Montessori training 8

Education 4-year degree in early
Coordinator 2 child education 10 No
Education Master’s degree in early
Coordinator 3  education NR No
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Private-for-Profit Nonaccredited Centers

Three directors of private-for-profit nonaccredited centers returned surveys.
The first director had a two-year degree in early childhood education and 12 years
of experience as a director of a preschool. This director was not involved in the
design of the center. The next director indicated an educational level that was
beyond four years of college with a degree in early childhood education. This
director had seven years of experience as a preschool director and was involved in
the design of the center. The last director had a B.S. in elementary education and
a B.S. in child development. This director did not indicate the years of experience
and was not involved in the design of the center. The director’s level of
education, years of experience, and participation in the design of the center is

illustrated in Table 9.

Head Start Accredited Center

One education coordinator from a Head Start accredited center responded to
the survey. This coordinator had a four-year degree in early childhood education
and four years of experience as the education coordinator of a Head Start center.
This coordinator was involved in the design of the center. The coordinator’s level
of education, years of expeﬁence and participation in the design of the center are

presented in Table 10.
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Table 9

Director Level of Education (Private-for-Profit Nonaccredited Centers)

Years of Participated in
Level of Education Experience Design of Center

Director 1 2-year degree in early y

childhood education 12 No
Director 2 Beyond 4-year college

degree in early

childhood education 7 Yes
Director 3 B.S. in elementary

education; B.S. in child

development NR No

NR = no response. ~

Table 10

Education Coordinator Level of Education (Head Start Accredited Center)

Years of Participated in
Level of Education Experience Design of Center
Coordinator 1  4-year degree in early
education 4 Yes
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Private-for-Profit Accredited Centers

Four directors of private-for-profit accredited centers responded to the
survey. The first director had a Child Development Associate (CDA) credential,
two years of college and four years of experience as a director of a preschool.
This director did not participate in the design of the center. The next director had
a four-year degree in early childhood education and eight years of experience as a
director of a preschool. This director did not participate in the design of the
center. The third director had a four-year degree in early childhood education and
12 years of experience as a director of a preschool. This director participated in
the design of the center. The last director’s educational level was beyond four
years of college. This director had a degree in early childhood education and
Montessori training through age 12 with 10 years of experience as a preschool
director. The director did not participate in the design of the center. Table 11
displays the director’s level of education, years of experience, and participation in

the design of the center.
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Table 11

Director Level of Education (Private-for-Profit Accredited Centers)

Years of Participated in
Level of Education Experience Design of Center

Director 1 CDA and 2 years of

college 4 No
Director 2 4-year degree in early

childhood education 8 . No
Director 3 4-year degree in early

childhood education 12 Yes
Director 4 Beyond 4-year college

degree in early

childhood education;

Montessori training

through age 12 10 NR

Summary

The directors/education coordinators had varying levels of education and
experience. Their education levels ranged from a two-year degree in child
development/early childhood education to a master’s degree in early childhood
education. One director and one education coordinator had Montessori training in
addition to their degrees. Their experience as directors/education coordinators
ranged from 4 to 12 years. Only two directors indicated that they had participated
in the design of the center they were directing. One education coordinator

designed modifications to an existing building where the center was located.
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Teacher Characteristics

Nineteen teachers responded to the survey. Four were from Head Start
nonaccredited centers, five were from private-for-profit nonaccredited centers, two
were from Head Start accredited centers and eight were from private-for-profit
accredited centers. Five teachers were teaching 3-year-olds, six were teaching
4-year-old children, and eight were teaching 3- and 4-year-old children in
combination classes. Teachers had varying levels of education and experience.
The teachers in the Head Start centers and those in centers using the Montessori
curriculum were teaching classes with 3- and 4-year-old children in a mixed
grouping. The following narrative with accompanying tables provides specific
information on individual teacher’s level of education, years of experience and age

group they are teaching.

Head Start Nonaccredited Centers

Four teachers in the Head Start nonaccredited centers were teaching classes
with mixed age groupings of 3- and 4-year-old children. The first teacher had a
Child Development Associate certificate (CDA) and six years of teaching
experience with these age groups. Another teacher had a two-year degree in child
development and seven years of teaching experience with these age groups. The
third teacher had a four-year degree and a CDA with 20 years of teaching

experience with these age groups. The last teacher had a two-year degree in child
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development, a four-year degree in early childhood education, Monte‘ssori teacher
training and 17 years of teaching experience with these age g'roups.

None of the teachers participated in the design of the center in which they
worked. All the teachers reported that they participated in the arrangement of their
classroom. Data related to the level of education and years of experience of

teachers in Head Start nonaccredited centers are displayed in Table 12.

Table 12

Teacher Level of Education (Head Start Nonaccredited Centers)

Participated in
Age . Years of Center Room
Group . Level of Education  Experience Design  Arrangement
Teacher I 3-and 4- CDA 6 No Yes
year-olds
Teacher 2 3-and 4- 2 years of college 7 No Yes
year-olds  and a CDA
Teacher 3 3-and 4- 4 years of college 20 No Yes
year-olds  and a CDA
Teacher 4  3-and 4-  2-year degree in 17 No Yes

year-olds child development;
4-year degree in
early childhood edu-
cation; Montessori
training

The four teachers in the Head Start nonaccredited centers were teaching

classes with 17 to 18 children. One to two adults were assisting the teachers.
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Teacher one taught 18 children with two adults assisting. Teacher two taught 18
children with one adult assisting. Teacher three taught 17 children in her
classroom with two adults assisting. Teacher four taught 18 children with one
adult assisting. The age group of the children, number of children in each
teacher’s class, and the number of adults assisting in each class is illustrated in

Table 13.

Table 13

Number of Children in Group (Head Start Nonaccredited Centers)

Number of Children ~ Number of Adults

Age Group in the Group Assisting
Teacher 1 3- and 4-year-olds 18 2
Teacher 2 3- and 4-year-olds 18 1
Teacher 3 3- and 4-year-olds 17 2
Teacher 4 3- and 4-year-olds 18 1

Private-for-Profit Nonaccredited Centers

Two teachers in the private-for-profit nonaccredited centers were teaching
classes with 3-year-old children. Three teachers were teaching classes with 4-year-
old children. Teachers had varying education backgrounds and years of

experience. One teacher of 3-year-olds had a CDA and five years of teaching
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experience with this age group. The second teacher of 3-year-olds had a degree in
elementary education and two years of teaching experience with this age group.

Three teachers of 4-year-old children responded to the survey. The first
teacher of 4-year-olds had some college, a CDA, and nine years of teaching
experience with this age group. The next teacher had a two-year degree in child
development and eight years of teaching experience with this age group. The third
teacher had a four-year degree in early childhood education and five years of
teaching experience with this age group.

All the teachers reported that they participated in the arrangement of their
classroom but not in the design of the center. Table 14 displays the level of
education and years of teaching experience of teachers in private-for-profit
nonaccredited centers.

The five teachers in the private-for-profit nonaccredited centers were
teaching classes with various numbers of children. All the teachers had one adult
assisting. The first teacher of 3-year-old children had 20 children in her class.
The second teacher of 3-year-old children worked with 10 students. The teachers
of 4-year-old children reported they had 22, 20, and 20 students in the classes,
respectively. Data related to the age group of the children, number of children in
each teacher’s class, and the number of adults assisting in each class are presented

in Table 15.
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Table 14

Teacher Level of Education (Private-for-Profit Nonaccredited Centers)

Participated in
Age _ Years of Center Room
Group Level of Education  Experience  Design  Arrangement
Teacher 1 3 CDA 5 No Yes
Teacher 2 3 CDA; 4-year degree 2 No Yes
in elementary
education
Teacher 3 4 Some coliege and 9 No Yes
CDA
Teacher 4 4 2-year degree in 8 No Yes
child development
Teacher 5 4 4-year degree in 5 No No
early childhood :
education

Table 15

Number of Children in Group (Private-for-Profit Nonaccredited Centers)

Number of Children Number of Adults

Age Group in the Group Assisting
Teacher 1 3 20 1
Teacher 2 3 10 1
Teacher 3 4 22 1
Teacher 4 4 20 1
Teacher 5 4 20 1
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Head Start Accredited Center

The two teachers in the Head Start acc}edited center were teaching classes
with a mixed age group of 3- and 4-year-ol